The article provides a commentary on Umberto Eco's text "Animal language before Sebeok", and an annotated bibliography of various versions of the article on 'latratus canis' that Eco published together with Roberto Lambertini, Costantino Marmo, and Andrea Tabarroni.
1
We may add, for instance , Campbell 2014; Resnick, Kitchell 1996; Crane 2013; Cuneo 2014; Fabry-Tehranchi, Russakoff 2014; Mackenzie, Posthumus 2015, etc. 2 Earlier, a speech held at the University of Tartu in 2009 had been published in the journal (Eco 2009 ). Starting from 2001, Eco was also a member of the editorial board of Sign Systems Studies.
3
Cf also Percival 1982 . As a comparison, for a contemporary study of dog's barking in the context of umwelt-research, see Yin 2002. with the views of his friend Thomas Sebeok. 4 Eco stated very clearly that he did not believe that there existed any choice or space for intepretation for a Pavlovian dog or in communication among lymphocytes. 5 However, upon closer analysis we can find that Eco developed some tools which can be used for studying the primary forms of semiosis. These tools just need to be supplemented by knowledge in biology to which Eco himself had limited access. By these tools I mean the works of Eco on the general criteria of semiosis, the concept of the semiotic threshold, 6 the concept of code, the concepts of primary iconicity and primary indexicality, etc. These concepts are not limited to human semiosis. It is a central task of biosemiotics to analyse to what extent the processes of interpretation and choice exist in living beings other than humans, i.e., before acquiring natural language.
Besides his work on the early history of zoosemiotics, writings by Eco in which he addresses biosemiotic problems explicitly are but few, e.g. Eco 1988 , discussing immunology; and Eco 2018b, on Giorgio Prodi; 7 and everything he wrote about the lower semiotic threshold 8 . Biology was not his field. However, his work on cognitive semiotics, for instance, Kant and the Platypus (Eco 1999) , largely deals with biosemiotic problems without explicitly saying this. Eco (2017: 30) writes:
The possibility of continuing to develop a general semiotics remained my prin cipal problem, and new ideas came to me through contact with cognitive studies. One should notice that Eco's project of the "latratus canis" was not just an essay on occasional discussions of dog's barking in early literature, but focused on the history of distinctions between animal and human signs in general. It surveys some early writings about animal communication and the types of signs animals use (for instance, barking as an interjection). It also confirms Augustine's role in formulating a general notion of the sign. 9 The topic's importance can be seen not only in the repeated republications of this work by Eco et al., but also in its updating and rewriting.
And one more detail: understanding the early views about differences in human and animal sign systems is also important because the traditional misunderstandings of animal communication that appeared during the Middle Ages have been rather influential until today.
In the bibliography that follows, I have attempted to compile a list of all Italian and English versions of the work by Eco et al., as well as those by Eco on the same topic. Some translations into other languages are also mentioned.
As the group of articles listed below shows, the whole project, that first had been focusing on the Middle Ages, was later expanded to encompass the Early Modern period and the Antiquity. A separate article by one of the co-authors, Andrea Tabarroni, about animal language in ancient linguistic theory should also be mentioned as part of the project (Tabarroni 1988 ).
An annotated bibliography of the versions of the article on 'latratus canis'
Eco, Umberto; Lambertini, Roberto; Marmo, Costantino; Tabarroni, Andrea 1984.
On animal language in the Medieval classification of signs. Versus 38/39: 3-38.
[The revised version of Eco et al. 1985 Marmo, Roberto Lambertini (A. A. 1982-83 
